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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on 12/03/2004 under 37 CFR 1 .131 is sufficient to 
overcome the Anderson, Jr. et al. reference. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim's 1-4, 6-10, 12, 13, 15, 18-23, 26, 27, 31, 32, 35, 37, 39 and 56 are 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson, Jr. et al. in view 

of Jainetal. (US 5,729,471). 

As for Claim's 1, 2, 3, 4, 6-10, 12, 13, 18-23, 26, 27, 35, 39 and 56, Anderson, Jr. 

et al. teach capturing video images from more than one perspective of a venue-based 

activity using more than one video cameras (Column 2, lines 26-28) and processing the 

video images into venue-based data formatted for wireless transmission via a wireless 

network for use by more than one hand held devices each having a display screen 

(Column 5, lines 22-38). Also shown is a user interface that allows the user to select 

the video and audio combination for display on the hand held device (Column 5, lines 

38-46). Anderson, Jr. et al. fail to teach a display screen adapted for simultaneously 

viewing more than one perspective of venue-based data captured by more than one 
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video camera, but Jain et al. does (Column 33, lines 61-67). Since this is just having a 
display that is capable of displaying the multiple images simultaneously, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill to use the multiple cameras from different 
perspectives in order to display a plurality of different perspectives on one hand held 
device. 

As for Claim's 15, 31 and 32, Anderson, Jr. et al. fail to teach an instant replay 
option for the users of his device, but Jain et al. does (Column 18, lines 61-65). Since 
the instant replay is a minor change in the options menu a user could have to view the 
information that has already taken place at a later time, it would be would obvious to 
one or ordinary skill to add the instant replay option to their display. 

As for Claim 37, many of the limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejections. In addition, Anderson, Jr. et al. teach a server, or network, for processing 
data representing the one video perspective captured by the more than one venue- 
based video camera for transmission to the at least one hand held device, where the at 
least one wireless hand held device is associated with a display screen for displaying 
the data (Column 6, lines 48-55). 

Claim's 5, 14, 16, 17, 24, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Anderson, Jr. et al. in view of Jain et al. and in further view of 
Hendricks et al. (US 6,675,386). 

As for Claim's 5 and 24, Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to teach a camera 
that takes wide-angle video data, but Hendricks et al. does (Column 1 1 , lines 13-21 ). 
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Since the wide angle lens just gives you a wider viewing scene of an event it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to make at least one of their cameras at an 
event a wide angle camera in order to capture a wider viewing range. 

The high-resolution part of the wide-angle video data would be a minor upgrade 
to the video camera and would only require one to spend the additional money for the 
high-resolution camera. Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill to have 
high-resolution wide-angle video data as opposed to just wide-angle video data. 
(Official Notice) 

As for Claim's 16, 17, 33 and 34, Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to include 
advertisements and promotional information in his device, but Hendricks et al. does 
(Column 16, lines 37-43; see also Figure 12). Since one would be able to include 
advertisements and promotional information to viewers very easily if they were 
broadcasting their signal over a wireless communication network to many viewers it 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill to add these advertisements or promotional 
information if one wanted to disrupt the broadcast of their event to advertise their 
product or anything else of the case. 

As for Claim 14, the use of the portable device taught by Anderson, Jr. et al. is to 
be used while attending an event. Although Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to 
specifically teach that the combined signal sent to the receiver is of real time data, 
Hendricks et al. does (Column 9, lines 24-30). Since a real time image would be 
necessary if you were attending the event of the video image you are receiving it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to have the signal be real time data so that 
the user at the event can view the image as it is happening. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson, Jr. et al. in view of Jain et al. and in further view of McClintock (US 
5,598,208). 

Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to teach the use of at least one wireless 
video camera in his device, but McClintock does (Column 5, lines 9-14). Since the use 
of a wireless video camera performs the same as another camera with wires it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill to use a wireless camera in an event where a wireless 
camera is the only option available. 

Claim's 11, 28-30, 36, 38, 41 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Anderson, Jr. et al. in view of Jain et al. and in further view of 
Blanchard et al. (US 6,782,102). 

Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to teach a security system in his device to 
be used over the transmission of his signals that includes an encryption module that 
encrypts his data prior to transmission, but Blanchard et al. does (Column 2, lines 9-22). 
Blanchard et al. shows that it is common and well known to use the encryption 
algorithm. Since the encryption and security device are used to apply additional 
security so that it is more difficult for others to view the information you are transmitting 
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it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill to apply a security method that uses an 
encryption algorithm to secure the data being transmitted. 

As for Claim's 1 1 and 28, Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to specifically 
teach where the display screen comprises a touch sensitive display operable by the 
user selection, but Blanchard et al. does (Column 2, lines 35-54). Since the touch 
screen is just a variation of how the user makes their selection of multiple views, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to implement a touch screen for 
selection as opposed to touching the designated buttons that make the selection in the 
first place. The only difference is touching a button as opposed to the screen. 

As for Claim's 41 and 42, all of the limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejections. 

Claim's 40, 43 and 45-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson, Jr. et al. in view of Jain et al. and in further view of 
Ausems et al. (US 6,434,403). 

As for Claim's 40 and 43, Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to teach where 
the module comprises a smart card, but Ausems et al. does (Column 4, lines 40-50). 
Since the smart card is just a way of saving and transmitting personal settings and data 
to other PDA's or telephones, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to use 
a smart card in use with the PDA or telephone in order to more easily have saved data 
for use in other locations. 
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As for Claim's 45 and 50, many of the limitations have been addressed in the 
above rejections. In addition, Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to specifically teach 
that the hand held device may be a personal digital assistant or a wireless telephone. 
Since this is just the difference between being able to wirelessly transmit to the hand 
held device and being able to transmit to a personal digital assistant or a wireless 
telephone, which are both know to be able to receive transmission of video data, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to use alternate hand held devices in 
the forms of a personal digital assistant or a wireless telephone in order to make more 
use of the wireless network being used at the venue-based entertainment. 

As for Claim's 46-48 and 51-53, all of the limitations have been addressed in the 
above rejections. 

As for Claim's 49 and 54, many of the limitations have been addressed in the 
above rejections. In addition, Anderson, Jr. et al. teach where the removable module 
further comprises a plurality of tuners, or modulators, integrated with the at least one 
hand held device (Column 4, lines 31-47; See also Figure 2). 

Claim's 44 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anderson, Jr. et al. in view of Jain et al. and in further view of Treyz et al. (US 
6,526,335). 

As for Claim 44, many of the limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejections. Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to teach where the at least one server 
is adapted for processing at least one concession order as a part of the service request, 
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but Treyz et al. does (Column 2, lines 51-64). Since this is just transmitting another 
signal through the wireless network for an order through a retailer, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill to order a concession with the hand held device since 
other such forms of advertisements and promotions are to be displayed on the hand 
held device as well. This would just be transmitting a request back through the network 
to obtain an order. 

As for Claim 55, many of the limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejections. Anderson, Jr. et al. and Jain et al. fail to specifically teach a wireless 
transmitter for transmitting the data in packets through a wireless network to the at least 
one hand held device, but Treyz et al. does (Column 62, line 61 to Column 63, line 1 1 ). 
Since this is just the method in which the data is transmitted to the hand held devices 
through the wireless network, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to 
transmit the data in packets through the wireless network. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. The references not used in the above rejections were included 
because they teach additional information regarding monitoring venue-based events. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick H. Cathey II whose telephone number is (703) 
305-4909. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30 to 5:00 (Every other 
friday off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (703) 503-4856. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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